
thlen of repud(,iationi. Rie saw Walker-indeeýd hi, ferthwit!i
started in search oif hinu and found hlm-sud iu the wiîtneK-
box Speaks iltu: Q.Why did yo1I go te see Walkeor? A.

reaue tldM r. siuith 1 would, alnd wNvmtediý t l hlmii
what 1 thought ahont it. Q. And what vmn i. inmk aboutii it
mvas that voit wýofld seo Miss: Clapp and tr% asud get 111,îmne
for hlm?ý A. Wheu he 'lookedq at IIf me i okducni
that I thought he was acting hnsl.

I think the correct inference te draw frein a'' thh- wýr1zItIu
conduct, and the evidence of defendant, 1-. thnt h, nene
te adopt plaintiff'*s p-encrouc aût and repa 'y Iiini.

T theruforp sce no0 reason te dou1bt M1r. Sxnith's telu
tien of whait defendant told hlmi when hie says that h1e
(l3owver) was going to pay 'hlm (Walker) hack." If ledid

Bay se to Sinitb, at that miomniit ho( bweame heunrd b is
ratification. Up te *ta tirne wh« n Smith acepted 11ils
assurance, arid Walker imiaiIýtlv. afterwards agLreel inM
the way aud iupon the dou)ibtfiil ternis de-feudant says he( didi)
te. wait, it was, quiite competent for 10ke te ave rane
with Smith te cnel the advanae mnade, asud he( aise roffld
have taken oveýr au assigninent frei Sinith of'is rîghts as
againet defendant.

The cases of ratification or adoption of payncni byN a
third person, net himisplf liable as a ce-cont.ractor, show thiat
umtil ratified the payxnent cannot le pea, . in defnc b
the debter: se4, Walter v. James. L R. 6, Ex. 1'241 thât lb
,nay be ratifled at anyv time If leit open: >we Sim1psoll v.
Eggington, 10 Ex. 84,5; and that " an act dong, fer atntheir
by a person net assuiwing te net for hiieif, but for sueh
other persen, though without am>' precedenit auitbeority wbat-
ever, becomes the set ef the principal, if 'ub \ u ntl rti-
fied by hitn, is the known and m-eil establîsýhed rule of law :
see WVison v. Turman, 6 M. & G. at p. 2,12.

It weuld have been impossible fer plaintif!, aft&'r what
trauspired, te hiave withdramn his imoney. as he migftii
donc up to the interview referred te, or for hlm or Smith to
have claimed ln law- the profits uipon these stocks,. if any liad
accrued withiu the week or tonl days defendant says, he aaked
plaintiff te waut te Sec Bomle eie about getting the mlono>' to
xepay plaintiff.

The assunt of aUl parties te their changing their legul
relatiolis on1 the day defendant saw the ethers, furnisheis
quifte sufràiint considerationi te support th I-1promie Ie repa.

But I think plaintiff's case caui m-el ho reated upeii de-
tendant>s adoption of plai-ntift'sacst, and deÇendant as a
rest li be ild hable fer nxeney paid at hie requeet or as for


